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S0VIET ASSESSMENTE OF THE THELTER BO_OANCE 0T EQROTET.
The Case of the Kursk Oneration

1. INTRODUCTION
It was merticnmed 1n the introduction to thne first report in thio

series -— Soviet Assesements of the Theatevr Balarpe of Fowvcec: The Case

of the Eeigrussiar. Operation [Report 8E-1@7-- trhat the assessmnvy: of
one’s owr militarv canabilitrec vig-2-vig those of antewtral adveres- ee!
constitutes one of the ma:or 1nouts in the develoomerns of miliitary
orograms.  Thas studv of Soviet analvees of the Kursk onsratinrm cortirnuec
ouv 1vvestlrataor,  Ante the broac guestror, of the Soviet anprosct ta the
assessment of the balance oFf forces in theatre. Re  an The Caze of the

Belcruss:an Qoerat::on, the result of this study 18 mot enviciones as &
"Soviet-stvie! static assescsrmevnt of the balance, Ratheyr, we ave Lrvirn-
to  ungerstand what factors Soviet Gereral Staff specialists are mors
firely to emphasize for doctrival. stratesic, migtosical anc peccr23s0ic
reasIric 1r their assessment of the palance. Thus, we are intereztec iw
the substantive basis of Soviet theatre asgessment and relative
importance of its components.

The ctucy of Soviet analyses of the Reiorussian abev. . o5 & ~:rveo Yo

three terntative conclusions:

o the "revolution in military affairs" had relatively little
impact on Soviet military thinking about the stratec:c
conduct of theater offensive oneraticwms and, hence., on
Soviet assessments of the balance of forces in the thestre

o Soviet aralysts attach particular importance to  local
superiority and concentration of forces in the sector of the
main strike;

o I1f faced with the trade—-off between careful oreparation for

the operation and good prospects for achieving surprise,
Soviet analysts favor the latter.




1. urces and Method

This case study is intended to test the validity of these tentative
conclusions by testing them against a different set of data. It also
continues the search for other key factors that may set the context for
Soviet balance assessments.

The basic source of information remains the same -— Soviet analyses of
strategic operations of the Great Patriotic War published 1n Voyenro-—

istoricheskiy zhurnal. Where the PRelorussian operation was a strategic

offensive operation, the Kursk operation conducted in the Summer of 1943
is an example of a pre-planned defensive operation which was followed by
a counter-offensive. Thus, the Kursk operation allows us to check the
findings of the first case study for the same pericd of time and using
the same source of data. but under different strategic conditions. Thus
a new variable -- strategic mission -- will be entered intc our analysis
ard it will be possible to address the question concerninp the role it
plays in Soviet theatre balance assessment.

The methodology used here remains the same as in the stucy of the
Belorussian operation: a time-series content analysis of So -t
military-historical writings. The articles on the Kursk operation
published in Voyerng-istoricheskiy zhurnal were divided into three

periods in accordance with what are commonly accepted as the major




turning points in the evolution of Soviet military doctrine:
o The “revolution in military affairs" —- 1959 - 1968
o The transition phase —- 1969 - 1974

o The conventional phase -- 1974 - present
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2. THE EVOLUTION OF SOVIET ANALYSES OF THE KURSK OPERATION
Soviet analyses of the Kursk operation have undergone a significant
and noticeable transformation during the last quarter of the century.
The most distinctive feature of the Kursk cperation in the eyes of Soviet
military analysts was that its first part constituted a strategic-scale

defensive operation which was followed by a counter-offensive.

.} Aralyses of the Kursk Operatior during the “Revolution in Military
Affairs —— 1959 - 1968

marshal K. Rokossovskiy’s 1939 article was devoted to the everts of
the Hursk operation as they occurred in the sector of the Central Front
of wnich he was the commander. The subsequert counter-affencive provided
Rokossovskiy a more thar ample rationale for a temporary transition to
deferce. ! Rokossovskiy attached preat importance to creativg heavily
corncentrated multi-layered defernses.€ He attributed the failure of the
Central Front to achieve significart results in the course of counter-
offersive to the losses suffered by the Soviet Army during the defensive
phase of the operation.3

Rokossovskiy's analysis of the HKursk battle may be interoreted ac a
veiled criticism of the gereral insistence of the Stavka to hold every
inch of territory and never retreat. In Rokossovskiy's view it is better
to retreat than risk a breakthrough of the enemy forces into the
operational rear of the Soviet Army.4 Such comments by the former
commander of the Central Front combined with his view of the losses in
the course of the Kursk defensive operation as being the reason for the
lack of progress in counter-offensive could lead one to conclude that as
a result of the Stavka's refusal to authorize retreat and use of reserves

4




to prevent it, the troops suffered exceedingly heavy losses, reserves
were depleted and the Soviet Army’'s chances to achieve significant
results in the course of counter-offensive were )jeopardized.

Perhaps, the most comprehensive treatment of the Kursk battle to
appear in Voyenno-igtoricheskiy zhurnal during the period of 1959-1968
was authored by Marshal M, Zakharov and occasioned by the battle's 20th
anniversary in June-July 1963.9 According to Zakharov, the strateric
importance of the Kursk operation was in that in the course of it the
Soviet Army had finally reversed the tide of the war and gained permarent
control of strategic initiative. In his assessment of the situation in
the theatre Zakharov noted that by the Summer of 1943 the Scoviet Union
was in a much better position than Bermany. Due to the improved
performarce of the Soviet defense industry ir a number of categories such
as productior of tanks, aircraft and small weapors important changes had
beer. introducec in the organization of the Scoviet Army which enhanced its
combat capability.©

However, these improvements apparently were not encuph for the conduct
of a successful offersive in the Summer of 1943. A combination of heavy
losses suffered by the Soviet Army in the course of the Winter Campaign
of 1942-43 and a difficult situation in the operational rear of the army
which had fallern behind as a result of poor rcad conditions worsened by
Spring thaw made it necessary in the view of the Stavka to make a
temporary transition to defense along the entire strategic front, regroun
and create powerful strategic reserves so as to launch a successful
offensive in the Summer.?

As reported by Zakharov, the transition to defense was envisaged by




the Stavka as a purely temporary measure aimed at improving the ability
of the Soviet Army to iaunch the Summer offensive. Therefore, it is
precisely with this goal in mind that in the course of preparations for
the defensive operation an unusual situation was created at the Hursk
salient. In fact, Marshal Zakharov emphasized the uniqueness of the
Kursk defensive operation precisely for reascns of defender’s superiority
in many categories and argued that it 1is rot worthy of the title
"classic" given to it by scme analysts.8

The statistics cited by Marshai Zakharov in his article indicate that
by the start of the Germar offensive in the key sectors of the strategic
front the defender —-- the Soviet Army ——enjoyed a 1.4:1 superiority in
manpower; 2:1 in artillery; 1.3:1 in tanks and self-propelled artillery
over the attacker.® Thus, the Soviet Army had a very imoortant advartage
in the category where, according to convertional wisoom, the attacker is
required tc be superior -- numerical strength. In addition tco that at
enjoyed advantages traditionally erjoyed by the defernder —- layere of
fortified positions in which Soviet troope literally had dug themselves
in, 10

The Stavka's preparations for the Kursk operation included corne other
component -- creation of very powerful strategic reserves. Concentrated
in the rear of the Kursk salient and subsequently combined intc the
Stepnoy Front, they, according to Zakharov, constituted the most powerful
strategic reserves created in the course of the entire Great Patriotic
War.11l This was another characteristic feature of the Kursk defensive
operation —— two stratenic echelons. The Stepnoy Front constituted the

second strategic echelons in the sector where the threat was expected to




be the greatest. !

Depioyment of the second strategic echelon in the sector of the front
where the enemy's main strike had beer: expected was coupled with a much
greater than in the first period of the war operational density of the
troops. 13 Thus, in the Kursk operation the combination of these twao
factors resuited in two-dimensiornal concentration of farces -- in depth
and along tne front. Altnough Marshal Zakharov had pointed cout in the
conciusion to the article that i1t would have been erroneous to consider
tne Hursi operatior as a “classic defensive operation,” there 1s no doubt
that his analysis was intended to credit the high degree of troop
concentration as a major factor in the successful outcome of the battle
anc the final reversal of the course of the ertire war.l4

wh:le the HKursk defensive operation has been firmly established in
Scoviet military-histarical literature as the turning point of the ent:re
war, 1f 1its importance were Judged by the number of corresoonding

articles in Voyennc—istoricheskiy zhurna: it would be far ocutranked by

offensive operationz of the third period of the war such as Belorussia,
Vislo-0Oder, and East-Prussia. The majority of analyses of the Kursk
~A~fensive operation were, apparently, occasioned by its anniversaries--
2@th, 30th, 4@th -- whern the principal journal of military history simply
must have openeg its pages to it. This relative neglect for the Kursk
operation may be indicative of a more general lack of interest during
most of thie pericd in defensive operations.

The coverage of the Kursk defensive operation in Voyenno-
istoricheskiy zhurral leaves its readers with a distinct impression that

a temporary transition to defense on the operational-strategic level




allowed the Soviet Army to regroup, create strong reserves for the
purpose of the subsequent counter-offensive and weaken the enemy's forces
with the help of advantages traditionally enjoyed by the defender. On
the strategic level the Kursk battle was the turning poirnt «f the entire
war where the enemy's last chance to win the war was deried arc the
Soviet Army finally entered the period of strategic coffercive. Tnus,
both operationally and stratecically the temporary transition to deferse
at Kursk was justified by its contribution te the offensive that followec
it. This :1s the conclusion that Voyerno~istorichesk.y zhurnal reac s
must have reached corn the basis of articles on the Kursk battle publisnec
there.

The second part of Marshal Zakharaov's article on  the Kursk coe-ation
dealt with the counter-cffensive that followed the defersive satile.
Unremarkable for either its quality or roveity, akharov’s analys.s
attributes tte successful transiticrn to comunter—cffensive to the -cvewsl:
positive trends in the performance of Soviet defernze industry whic™ waz
able to supply the front with more and better (thar ivn the Mosoo.
counter-offensive in December 1941 ard Volga in November 19420 weapsws, 1S

Ar-+ner factor that, according to Zaxharov, had contributed t:
successful transition to counter-offersive, was that preparatiorns for the
Kursk operation were conducted during a pause 1irn the course of whict
neither side had attempted toc launch an offersive. 16 Thus, presumsably,
sufficient time had beern allowed fcr redeploymert of forces anc
strengthening the key sectors. RAs was mentioned by Zakharov in the first
part of the article, that was the purpose of reserves. However, as a

result of the temporary transitiorn of defense the reserves were deployec




for the defensive mode of operatiorns so as to be able to provide
reinforcement ir. the threaterned sectors where the eremny forces were the
strongest. The limited success of the courter-cffensive was attributec
by Zakharov precisely to irnefficient use of reserves arnd unforturate
choice of the directionn of the mairn strike by the Stavke which ordeve:
the frontal attack against the Oryol group of the German ARriy w-hic- Fal
Just been stoppec ir 1ts offerisive. That was the strongest sector of 4™z
enemy’s front ard, herce, cre of the least c¢pporture for ihe purpose of
the Soviet attack.l”

+

Thus, 1f Voyerno-istoricoeskiy zhurnal reagders were tauz-t  t-

ar

offerisive operations of the Great Patrictic War owed their succez: %o
sucn factore as ekillful choice of the directiicr of the vein striuvg,

surprise arc super:iarity over the eremy in thke sect: - o L4

preaxkthrough, they were likely to draw comeiusians from Zawkhasmow
articie that were fully consistent with the.r previcus understanding <
the rules of successful cffensive cperaticns:

1. The direction of the main strike of the operaticn covcuziec by
three Fronts -- Westerr, Bryansk arc Central -- was chaser p:a-l
so that these fronts conducted a frontal attack of the ere—.’
strongest group of forces which despite just having failed in it
own offemsive, had been reirnforcec fooro thet i+ and rena.vie”
strongl8

€. As a result of the poor choice of directior of the main strike

oL

Lot

neither the superiority over the enemy ir that sectar, nor
surprise was achieved. and only a limitec success could be
achieved during the counter-offensive.

Zakharov's own analysis could only reinforce sueh thirkir:. He

attributed German successful retreat from the Kursk salient tc their
ability to redeploy forces to key sectors of the front, thereby
preventing the Soviet Army from achieving local superiority. It alsoc hac
the effect of shortening the sector of the front along which the Germar:

3




defense had to be conducted, increasing the density af  troco
deployment.19

As was mentioned earlier, Zakharov'’s was ¢the most comprehensive
treatment of the Kursk operation to appear in the years that became knowr
in Soviet literature as the ‘“revolution in military affairs.” Other
authors' anaiyses have focused on more specific aspects of the aoperatic-
and served a complementary role in its coverage.

A 1963 article by N. Shekhavtsov focused on the counter-offercive of
tne Soviet Army following the Hursk battle. Shexhovtsovle analysis
foilowed essentially the same course as  Zakharovl's article. He
attributed the Soviet Army’s failure to achieve significant recsuite in
the course of the counter-affensive to ivefficiert use of reserves in the
Kursk pattle whicn left the army without any tank and mecharize? troooe
for the development of the operat:cn  in-depth,*&€  ite jrability to
regrous and achieve superiority 1n the rey sector <of the fro-t ars
skillful retreat of the Germar Army ir the course of which it ma-agss to
shorter its sector of defense and achieve high density of ceferse.t! -
addition, the Soviet counter-offercive suffered from poor organizaiicw
and performance of the armv's reer; ammunitior stockz: had beew ces =2ten

by the end of August and lacking an adequate trarnsportation networs

*According to Shekhaovtsov, in early September wher tank arc
mechanized troops were needed for the developmert of the
offerisive in—-depth all tank armies and many mechanized coros had
been recalled to the reserve of the Stavka for replenishmenrt
after having suffered heavy losses in the course of the defersive
operation. Thus, the improvements introduced in the organization
of the Soviet Army as a result of better performarce of the
Soviet industry -- creation of tark corps and armies whose
mission was to serve as arn armored fist irn breakthrough
operations —- added little to its ability to conduct offensive
operations.

10




Soviet armies’ rear fell behind by some 100-2@2 km and was unable t:o make
deliveries to the troops.c¢

Thus, Soviet analyses of the Kursk operatior and attempts to explain
the outcome of its two phases -- defensive ancd offensive -- singled out
the same factors as analyses of the Belorussiar operatiorn. Correct
selection of the sector of the main strike, surprise, concentratiorn of
forces and achievement of supericority over the ernemy in the sectz~ of tne
main strike accounted for the outcome of the battle. Derial to t-e
German Army of the elemernt of surprise and knowledge of the directiorn of
the forthcowming attack, deployment of the second stratecic echelorn alorng
with a very high concentratior of troops resulted in a very high twos-
dimerisional concertra:tion of forces (along the fronmt and in depth) w-io-
prevernted the GBermar ARArmy from achievinc a breaxthrough.,  Iacirrect
selectior of the sector of the main strike which mace it imposzible ©:-
the Soviet Army to achieve supericrity 1in that sector as well az the
absence of the elemert of surprise contributec t= the Geriens® we:l-
executed retreat from the Hursk salient. That retreat was heiped oy
their skillful maneuvering which made it possible tc achieve very éevs;
deferses and prevent a Soviet brea i--ougns. By contrast, ir e casze oF
the Belorussian operation its successful cutcome was explaired by Soviet
military analysts as a result of masterful selecticr of the directicn of
the maivn strike resulting in surprise, local supericority in forces and
their bhigh corcentration. Writings on the HKursk operaticr put the
availability and skillful use of strategic reserves (which 1is of little,

if any importance when the next war is expected to be short and nuclear)

among the most important factors that determine the outcome of a

11




operation.

And Just as in the case of Soviet aralyses of the Belorussiar
operation published during the "revolution in military affairs" the
authors failed to make any mention of the radical charge in Soviet
military doctrine, its impact on strategy and implicatiocns for the
lessons that should be drawn from the experience of tre Great Patrictic
War.

g. 2 Analyses ¢f the HKursk Operaticn during the “"Transgiticon Pericc’--

196S - 1974
Analyses of the Kursk operation during the so-called ‘“transiticr

pericd"” when Soviet military doctrive was evolving frorw ite formulatior
of the years of the "revalution in military affairs” to the more
conventional posture were more iv accordance with official doctrirne thar
during the latter pericd. Irr gerneral it must be notec that t-e Yurzn
operation received little attentior from Soviet nilitary anelysts duriwmg

the transiticn pericd.

The July 1973 issue of Voyernrnco-istoricheskiy zhurna2l contairnsd the

mandatory 3@th anniversary article on the Kursk aperaticr writter by €.
Koltunov, The article repeated many of the points made earlie- by aother
authors concerning the success of defense at the Kursk salient. Amarng
them was the improved performance of the Soviet deferse industry,&3 the
Soviet Army's numericgl supericrity over the ernemy which, combinec with
skillful deployment of troops produced very high densities and
correlations of forces in the key sectors of the front favoring the
Soviet Army,24 The fact that transition tc deferise by the Soviet Army
was carried out intentionally was stressed by Koltunov several times ir
his article.25 Rs in other articles, it was justified by the ultimate

ie




goal of subsequent counter-offensive.

Several articles published in Voyennco-istoricheskiy zhurrnal in the

—r—

early-7@’s used the Kursk operation in discussions of such issues of
military art as the use of strategic reserves and conduct of defersive
operations.26 RAs was menticned earlier, in the ccurse of preparaticr for
the Kursk operation the Soviet High Commanc had createc the largest
reserves in the course of the entire war. According to Soviet austhore,
these reserves played the key roie in the HKursxk operation ang helzec
increase the operational derncity of the trocpe in the “"directicn of the
mair striwe,” The ability of the Soviet High Command to amass such lavga
reserves was gerceived by these writers as a furnction of tae imoroved
performance of the Scviet defernse incustry.2” Giver the emoresis olacec
by Soviet militarv literature on the importarce of aoclicaticr of leseca:
of the past to contemporary problems, the very fact that Saviet milite~.

analysts were turring tc the issue of creaticr and use of strateg:c

-G
=<

reserves could be interpreted as a sicn of changing military docirine. ®
The Kursk operation was alsc menticoved ir the context of the cuestion

of defencive operations. Two articles by Colone! V. Maramzir ivi 1972 arc

*In the envirorment of the "revolution in military affaire”
strategic reserves were of little or no utility becauvse ruclear
escalation was presumed tc be immediate and ary such reserves
would constitute a haighly attractive target for the eremy's
missiles. The signs of change in the official doctrine, however,
were hard to ignore. Writing in 1972 in arn article dealing with
the issue of strategic reserves Major BGeneral Zemskov stated tnas
in '"contemporary conditions" armed struggcle coula not  be
conducted without large strategic reserves and that it would be
impossible to achieve the "final goals" in one strike. Zemskov
saw the mission of the Supreme Command in ersuring timely

~ preparation and proper use of strategic reserves. This issue,
according to him, was highly pertinernt tc the current moment and
should have been studied on the basis of the experience of the
Great Patriotic War.

13




1974 discussed the war-time experience of defensive operations., Acs in
the past, the purpose of defensive operatiors of the seccrd and thirc
periods of the war was seen solely in terms of its utility for the
subsequent counter-offensive. 29 Improvements 1vn the ability of the
Soviet Army to conduct defensive operations was, as iv the past, tied to
better performance of the defense incustry3® and success of such
operations was, apparently, measured in reverse proportion to the dezth
of the deferder’'s retreat. 31 This in turrn, depended ar theee factors
aiready mertioned by other authors: dernsity of troop depicymert, depth of
deferse o number of layers of defensive installations, and the cegree of
saturation of the defense sector with such armaments as tanks and self-
procpelled artillery, The ability to concentrate forces in the key
sectors was, Just as ir analyses of offerns:ve operations, consigered to
be the most importart requiremert for success.3E

Thus, Saviet discussions of the Kursk operatiorn during the years of
transition  from the ‘"revelution in military affaive” tz a3 wore
conventional doctrine reflected little charge from thke forwer pericd,

Articles published in Voyenno-istoricheskiy zhurra! indicated that Saviet

military thought and aralysis of war-time operations such as the & s+
battle proceeced much alorng the same lines as at the previcus stace of
doctrine development. Factors such as the ability to corcertrate forces
in the key sector and achieve high density of trocp deploymert were
deemed crucial for the conduct of successful defernse. It shxuled be
noted, however, that based on the assumptions concerning the role of
military-historical writings in the first part of this study,

publications of the "transition phase" cornformed more to our expectation:
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than those published during the “revolution.”

.3 Discussions of the Kursk Operatior. during the "Convention

1974 - present

Soviet analyses of the Kursk operation have generally conformed with
our expectations based on doctrinal developments and findings of the
study of Soviet discussions of the Belcrussian cberatior. However, their
evoiution in the contemporary period suggests that Soviet milizary
ectablishment is faced with a range of fundamertally rew issues with far-
reaching strategic and possibly doctririal implications.

As was menticred earlier, temporary trarnsitior to deferse ir the
Spring of 1943 was explained by Soviet military anz2lysts as s measure
exclusively intended tc fac:litate the offersive which followed, The
haste with which these analysts asserted the irntertional nature of
transition suggests an imolicit apolcgy as 1f the defernsive wmoce of
operaticons was not worthy of the victor:ous Soviet Army. Trerefore, the
reader was left with the impressicr that defercsive cpz-3tior: are
undesirable and should be avoided.

There is strong evidence that suggests that in the late-7@'c the view:
the top Soviet military leadership on the role of deferse asz & mode oF
operations began to charage. A series of articles published ir Voverro-
istoricheskiy zhurnal indicates that the issue has recently attractec the
attention of some prominent military officers and is of cornsiceratle
interest for them.

Writing in 1979, Yu. Maksimov who since has advanced from the positior
of the commander of the Turkestan Military District to the job of the

commander-in-chief of the Strategic Rocket Forces and Deputy Minister of
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Deferse stated that while defense alone carmmot wiri a war it is nececsary
and constitutes one of the objective phenomera of armed struggle.33

In Maksimov's view defense cannot be looked upon only as a means for
subsequent transition to counter-offensive. The goals of defense must be
considered in the context of the existing strategic, operatioral and
tactical situation. Transition to counter-offensive shcould be seer as
the goal of defense only orn the strateg:c level, whereas at thne level of
a Front or ar Army defense may serve the purpose of proper reallocaticon
of resources and trarnsition to offensive in cother sectors of the
strateg:ic front.34

Maksimov's article was unusual not only for the views on the deferse-
offerise relationship it contained but alsc for the type of defense thet
was discussed in 1t. Despite the chariges that hac taker place i1n Scviet
military doctrine by 1979, the author’es view of contewporary deferzive
cperations was tailored to the envirorment dominatec by armamertse
possessing great range, speecd arnd destructive powes such as nuclear
weapons. The corncept of "concentration of forces" was interpretec by
Maksimov as "concentratior of efforte®™” in deferse which can be acnieved
by wusing nuclear weapons, greater density of fire, barriers anc
maneuvering reserves and second echelon forces to the threatered sectors
of the front; the ability to maneuver was considered evens more important
than in the past.35 However, physical concentration of forces was nc
longer deemed desirable as it had beern in the past because of the

enormous destructive power of nuclear and rew converntional weapons.

.
*This interpretation of the principle of concentration of

forces was developed during the "revolution in military affairs."
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Defense in the future would have to be based around battalion-, company-,
and platoon-level fortifications spread ocut irn order to minimize losses.
The availability of nuclear weapons and preater share of tanks in defense
would make it possible [for the deferder] to keep a sigriificant part of
his forces in the second echelon and use ther for counter-strikes.
Nuclear strikes and counter-strikes, counter-attacks supported by
conventional firepower were portrayec as the principal mears for
achieving success in cafense, 36

Maksimov also noted that improved mobility of the eremy’s troaps would
enable him tc launch an attack very quickly., Therefore the defencer wonld
have 1little warning time to prepare. The factor of time irn these
circumstances 1is even more imoor@ant and the task of preparat:-r
plarning and timely trans:tion to deferse —- comp:icatec.37

This discussion of the charages in defersive anc offers.ve oe~ation:
ard 1nitiatior of hostilities was, apparently, interdez by Matzim-v to
back up the feollowinc conclusior: he nrotec theat during the great
Patriotic War Soviet staffs had developed three types of preparation for
operations. In two out of these three types of preparatior lower-leve!
commanders ancd their staffs commerced planning of operatiors followivg
the comnletion of uoper-level staff plarming. 1Ir the third case the work
was conducted by lower-level commanders and staffs simultanecusly wit'
that of their superiors.38 In Maksimov's view, thic last -- parallei--
method would be the most suited to i1n rapidly changing offense/deferse
environment or under the threat of a sudden strike by the eremy and woulc
be most widely used in the future.39

General Maksimov's article has far-reaching implications. The meaninc
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of his statement concerning legitimacy of defense coula be viewed as an
attempt to refute the view that the offensive constitutes the orly
desirable form of military operations at all levels -- strategic,
operational and tactical. While he did not deny that only offensive
operations could bring victory in war (strategic victory), on the
operational and tactical levels the choice of the mcde of operaticores
shoulao be determined by the concrete situation. The refererce tc the
necessity of defernse as an "objective phevnomenon of the armed struggle”
is guite expiicit, I1f deferise 15 avn "obrective phencomeron,” the Saviet
military establishmert and the entire Soviet Army must be sSrepared to
conduct operations in both offersive and offerisive mode.,

Maksimov's description of the conditions in which defens:ive cperations

woule take place is reminiscent of Sokaicovskiy’s Voyernaya Strategrys anc

opern to two interpretations. Accordinc to ore interpretation, the S:oviet
Army may find under NATO's nuclear attack, possibly ever a sudder® attach
and may or may nat resort to nuclear weanons, but not oreemotively.

Alternatively, 1t may have to defend against NATO's attace by

"r.oun

conventioral weapons" which again may constitute a sudder strike. As ir
the first case defense may be conducted with or without nuclear weapors,
but in any evert pre-emption is not implied in Maksimov's descriptizv.,
In both instances, however, the rnew convertional armamerts are virtually
equated with nuclear weapons in terms of their military utility,

destructive capacity and impact on the course of operations.

*#The term "sudden strike” is a translation of the Russian
term "vnezapnyy udar" which in this writer's view does not imply
strategic surprise but rather arn operational surprise and is
therefore different from such corncepts of a surprise attack as
"bolt out of the blue.”
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Within the context of Soviet military-historical literature the
publication of Maksimov's article was highly unusual. The very fact that
questions concerning such delicate matters as the relationship betweer
offense and defense and the legitimacy of defernse were raised in the
principal military-historical publication of the Mirnistry of Deferse

(which Voyenng-istoricheskiy zhurnai is) by a sernicor military officer of

General Maksimov's standing incicates that these issues were of practics:
importance and that an authoritative opiniorn wacs rvieeded either to refuts
or backup certain arguments that hac arisen before the Sov:ie: military
leadersnip.

There is little doubt that the publicatiorn of Gereral Mavsimov'e
article marked the beginning of a discussion of the role anc piace of
defense in Saviet military theory and art. The firgi resporse cawe “roc
the chief of the Voroshilav Berieral Staff Academy RArmy General Mozliov,

Gereral Kozlov agreed with the viewe exoressed 1n Maxeinovis articlie.
‘The introduction of principally new wmeans of armec structle, he wrrte.
resulted in an 1increase in the scale and decisiveress of militavy
operations and made it mandatory (emphasis mne - E.B.R.) to uce
different forms of armed struggle including strategir oefense.4? The
indishutability of this poirt of view was backed upo by a gucte from Leriv
who had written that wars could not begirn arnd end with offensive
operations only; troops must be able to conduct both offensive and
defensive operations. 41

Kozlov's assessment of the impact of new conventicnal weapons or
military doctrine and art was essentially the same as Maksimov's but it

was expressed in much stronger terms. Gerneral Maksimov had referred tc
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defense as an ‘“objective phencmenon of armed struggle” 1.e. an
unavoidable burden at the tactical and operaticonal level. By contrast,
General Kozlov referred specifically to strategic defense, unambiguously
declared it mandatory without any implicit apologies and backed up his
statement with a quote from Leviin, There is little doubt that such
statements coming from the chief of the Gereral Staff Academy with the
rank of an Army General in the wake of a presumably controvers:al articile
containing previcusly unpublicized views constituted their strong
endorsement by at least some part of Soviet military leadership.
ficceptarce of these views became part of military-historical analyses
in the early eighties. 0One of the major implicit assumptions urderiy:in:
the writings of both Maksimov and Kozlov was that the Scviet Army woild
find itself under attack by the eremy's conventional and ruclear weapons
and that pre-emption of this attack would not take place eithe- due t=o
failure or by intent. Similarly, the probability of exterde? cefersive
aperations was implied ir other writers' aralyses. Ore article publishec

in Voyenrnc-istoricheskiy zhurnal in 1981 dealt with the issue <f

strategic operations. The HKursk Battle was used as an example of well-
orgavzed <trategic defernsive operation. Its experience was considered
to be very valuable since in the future the Scviet Army would be likely
to encournter adversaries with large combat-ready armies and it would be
faced with the task of defeating their irnvasion and preparing anc
launching a counter-offensive. 42 Thus, here the author assumed that at
the outset of hostilities in the future the Soviet Union would find
itself on the defensive.

Some writings could be interpreted as expression of doubts concerning
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the ability of the Soviet Army to launch and conduct a success€ul
offensive. For example, in an article on the development of Scoviet
military art published in 1983 Colonel Gereral Gayvororskiy observed a
trend toward greater imoortance of gaining and contrelling the strategic
initiative as a function of improving combat capabilities of trocps. He
noted that in the conditions of parity this task 1is ever, more
important, 43

Empnasis orn the problem of gaining and contrcllinc the strategic
1imitiative can be explained as a sigrn of Soviet worries corcerring the:r
ability to do so which is fully consistent with ather writirnge orn
strategic defense, transitiorn to counter-offersive and implic:t concerns
about NATO capability to thwart Soviet offersive. In kis discugsion of
thne trend toward greater spatiai scale of military operation:s
Gayvoronskily specifically referred to the imoroved, more precise
conventional {(and nuclear) weapons as the cause of greater intensity of
military operations ir the future,44

Other authors have devoted their attention tco the problen of
transition to counter-offensive and preparations for offersive operatiors
while 1n the . ens.ve mode. An article by Majur Gereral 1. Hrupchernko
published on the occasion of the 48th anniversary of the Kursk battle i~
July 1983 was devoted to the use of tark and mechanized trocps in that
operatiorni. Krupchenko concluded that in the contemporary pericd the
issue of organization and creation of tank formations for the offersive
in the course of defense was of greatest interest.45

Other issues related to strategic defernsive operations discussed in

Voyenno-istoricheskiy 2hurnal in recent years included: the use of




artillery in defense;%® trarsition from the period of strategic deferse
to the strategic offensive;4? the state of the Soviet economy and the
rear at the time of transition from strategic defense to strategic
offensive;48 maneuver in a front-level defensive operatior.49

Such unprecederted interest in defensive operations reflected ir
military-historical publications of the last 6-7 years indicates that the
rnew attituge toward defernse as a form of military operatiorns (with far-
reaching doctrinal and strategic implicatiors) has pgained consideratle
credibility amorig these Soviet military establishment arnd that questiors

emariating from 1t occupy an important place on their research agenca.
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3.0 Conclusionr
Having tracec the evelution of Soviet analyses of the Kurg:k cperaticon

through three stapes in the develcpment of Soviet military doctrine, what
conclusions can we make from it? Perhaps, the most imnortant overall
conclusiorn is that analyses of the Kursk operation have been consistent
with analyses of the Belorussian cperaticr. and the Summes 1944 camdain~
examined in the first part of this study.

Similarly to discussions of factore that determired the ocutcome of the
Belorussian operation, successful defense at the Hursk salient was
attributed to the ability of Soviet High Command to urndewstand the
eremy’'s plan and dery him the element of surprise which was deemec so
important; to overall suneriority over the Bermans as we.l ag to ghbill
deployment of troops which result:d in high concentratiornn of forces ir
key sectors; and to constructiornn of well-oreoared multi-layerer deferses.
The depth of defense was, apparentiy, another factor of decisive
impartance; deoloyment of tracps in two stratecic echelions i1neoreases the
depth of the Soviet defernse but also macde 1t poscibie tec aliocrcate
rescurces to those sectors where they were most needed. Thus, high twao-
dimensional concentration of forces -— along the front and irn-decth-—-
was ancther major factor that determined the cutcome of the Kursy battle.

The evoliution of Soviet analyses f the Kursk c¢peration has also
proven consistent with changes observed irvri the discussions of the
Belorussiarn operation. As 1n the latter case, the "revolutior in
military affairs” did not firnd a very responsive audience among Soviet
military analysts. Major strategic and operaticnal changes resulting
from the doctrinal shift brought about by nuclear weapons were largely
ignored by them; implications and lessons drawn from war-time experience
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reflected little or no impact left by the rnew doctrine.

Again, as in the first case-study which dealt with the Belorussiar
operation, analyses of the "transition" phase were more consistent with
what we expected to observe: a growing interest ir. the conduct of
conventional operations.

The most interesting develcopment occurred in the most recernt--
"conventional” —-- phase of developmert of the doctrine. Articlies writgem
by several hicghly authoritative military aralyste in the last seven years
have reflected some truly revolutionary develcpments in Sovies military
tninking.

Having followed Soviet analyses of both Belarussiarn and Hurse

operation we can now say with assurance that Voyermo—istorichesHiy

zaurnal has dispiayec & much greater interest ir the forwe- as an
offensive cperation and the latter’s offensive aspects thar ir its
defersive aspecte ard 1issues related to the concuct of defercave
cperations in gereral. Urtil recertly, many articles dealirng with the
Kursk operation focused heavily on such issues as transitior to counter-
offennsive and saw the justification of trarsition to deferse v the
Spring of 1943 only in its contribution to the nlarveo offers:ve. This,
perhaps, carn be best explained as a result of the practicai tewderncy 1iv
Soviet military history as a discipline which 1s intencea to be the
source of practical advice tc the Armec Forces in their seswck foo
answers to current problems.

However, important charges observed in the analyses of the Kurs:
operation in the last 6-7 years indicate that defensive operations ano

related issues have now occupied a prominent place among the problems
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facing Soviet military community. In fact, articles written by sucr
authors as Generals Maksimov, Kozlov, Krupchenkc, BGayvaronskiy reflect
the ongoing re-assessment of the entire relationship betweer, offense and
defense. Without challenging the importance of the offensive, these
authors, apparently, argue that as a result of impravemerits  ir
converticnal capabilities of the future eremy the Soviet Army may finc
itseif an the ceferisive from the very first moment of the war. Since the
eneny’s corventiornal casabilities can disrupt the Soviet attacs and
ce.ive- strikez deep intc me Soviet rear they car be conszidered
offersive and as a result the attacke» wi:l have to carry cut boths roles
-- of the defender anc the attacker. Thus, the ciea» cistircticr. betweer
offevise and deferse 15 lost arnd thne Soviet Prmy wil] »ave to civg.ot both
tycez of operaticne simultarecusiy.

THegse charges ir Soviedl thividdrz orovide euznt-t b toz poeclusior
atz.T tRe  importarce of  trvoop covcernitratiorn angd surprise ez fariors i

Soviet awalysez of tne Belowugsiarn zoevats;cn and as  eomiovrents oF irs

4

theaire  La.ance, L:scussiong of  the 1rdact o the rew weagirs o
oresarations for anc conduct of coeratiorne nave stressed tne nees to
c.eserse forces and the ability of these wesowrs (o v floor ol losses
ov large troco concentrations,

Eesioes givine us supoort for tne corclusiors mac:  eavilev, s
intersity anc openress wof ciscussion concerriv: the  irzact of res
conventicrial weapors or the orenaratior ard cowduet of  ooevataitos
indicate the* these weapons or their percelved canasbiiities constitute s~
important elemerit -f the balarce of forces 1 the theatre. The apparer:

corncerrs expressec by Soviet military arnalyste cver these weapons can
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serve as an inaicator of Sovier approac- +to balance assessmer. avw

suggest averues for improvemerts in NATO's cgeterrert capab.lities.
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